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'Dictaph un_;
WHAT NOT TO PRINT!
The eminent Colorado Graphic (Bronx cheer for the advertising
department) has been running a thrilling serial by Philip S. Van Cise,
Esq., entitled "What Not to Print." It is suspected that some recent
research into the law of libel caused the doughty colonel to have so
many citations in hand, or up his sleeve, or something. Anyway, he
refers to Cherry v. Des Moines Leader, 86 N. W. 323, and the Graphic
fearlessly, and we fearfully, requote the quote about the famous Cherry
sisters:
"Effie is an old jade of 50 summers, Jessie a frisky filly of 40, and
Addie, the flower of the family, a capering monstrosity of 35. Their
long skinny arms, equipped with talons at the extremities, swung mechanically, and anon waived frantically at the suffering audience. The
mouths of their rancid features opened like caverns, and sounds like the
wailings of danmed souls issued therefrom. They pranced around the
stage with a motion that suggested a cross between the danse de vertu
and fox trot,-strange creatures with painted faces and hideous mien.
Effie is spavined, Addie is stringhalt, and Jessie, the only one who
showed her stockings, has legs with calves as classic in their outlines as
the curves of a broom handle."
After seeing the plaintiffs in court, and hearing the evidence, the
court directed a verdict for the newspaper, and said:
"If there ever was a case justifying ridicule and sarcasm-aye, even
gross exaggeration,-it is the one now before us."

THE EDITOR-IN-CHIEF COMES CLEAN
Conscience-stricken by his thefts of material intended for Dictaphun and used for his own ends, and little recking the terrific trimming
the Editor of Dictaphun was going to hand the Editor-in-Chief in a
suit to be tried later that month before Mr. Justice Otto Bock, the
Editor-in-Chief on February 10 sent us a clipping from the Daily Journal. He queried, "Can Dictaphun use a safer civilization?" We hardly
feel safe in this civilization, but to the point, that is, the clipping:
"WHITSITTS ADD-34 & 35 b 8 Duren J. H. Ward to Far
Reaching Foundation Toward Safer Civilization $10."
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DICTA
AHA!

An anonymous contributor, and we welcome such, appreciates the
postal revenues two cents by sending us a clipping from a well known
afternoon Denver newspaper. It is from the issues of February 11 last,
It
and appears in want ad classification 50, entitled "Let's Swap."
reads:
"Legal services, fully licensed, for livestock, feed, what have you?
Box 2, K 150."
IS IT BETTER TO KNOW THE LAW, OR THE JUDGE?
Frank Swancara, Esq., appreciates the postal revenues one penny
by handing us the following on a post card:
"Dictaphun: In Smith v. Phelps, 28 P. (2d) 1004, our supreme
court says that if one thinks he has been wrongfully prosecuted 'the
remedy is not to sue the judge.' The syllabus in the Pacific Reporter
puts it thus: 'Remedy of defendant, convicted of assault and battery
a'nd committed to jail, for any errors committed by judge, is not to sue
judge.' What relief would be obtained by the use of this 'remedy' is
not explained. It has one thing in its favor. It costs nothing. Not
even a docket fee is required when one chooses the 'remedy' described
as 'not to sue the judge.' "
BILL COLLECTION AGENCIES FACING POSTAL LAW QUIZ
The federal government will open an investigation today of several large collection agencies, accused of violating the postal laws in
sending out "dunning" letters to slow-paying debtors. Assistant District Attorney Edward A. Fisher said that two officials of one collection
agency, affiliated with a large furniture house, would be questioned this
morning.
Two types of offenses have been discovered in preliminary Investigations. One violates a postal law in that libelous and obscene matter
is printed on the outside of the envelope. The other is a violation of
the Lindbergh law, which makes it a crime to send threatening letters
through the mail.
One firm threatened to distribute handbills, carrying a record of
the debtor's account, and to post large bills carrying his record and his
picture, in his home town. Another firm sent letters to creditors, the
envelope carried an "alias" in large letters following his real names, and
the inclusion of a name reflecting on his character.--Chicago Tribune,
January 20, 1934.

